Minutes - School IPM Conference Call for US EPA Regional Technical Representatives

Tuesday, November 8, 2011
3:00pm – 4:00pm EDT, 2:00pm - 3:00pm CDT, 1:00pm – 2:00pm MDT, 12:00pm – 1:00pm PDT

Participants:

US EPA Representatives:
Juliann Barta, Region 10; John Butler, Region 3; Jorine Campopiano, Region 9; Seth Dibblee, Region 5; Tara Glynn, Region 2;  Katherine (Katy) Howard, Region 7; Patricia Livingston, Lora Shroeder, Region 4; VelRey Lozano, Region 8; Andrea Szylvian, Region 1; Gregory Weiler, Region 6; Clyde Wilson (SEE); and Corrine Wright (SEE)

National School IPM Steering Committee & Advisors: 

Herb Bolton, USDA NIFA; Amber Brunskill, Penn State; Carrie Foss, Washington State University; Sherry Glick, US EPA; Dawn Gouge, University of Arizona; Thomas Green, IPM Institute; Janet Hurley, Texas AgriLife Extension; Carol Westinghouse, Informed Green Solutions  

1. History of pest management in schools (Tom Green, slide 2)
This call came about because of Tom’s conversation with Seth Dibblee, who wanted to know more about school IPM in his region.  The IPM Institute started working in schools in 2000, wanting to develop market place interest similar to green schools.  Around that time, a number of reports were coming out that detailed how schools had problems with pest management and pesticide applications.  Several states initiated school IPM programs and legislation specifically addressing IPM in schools.  The IPM Institute developed the IPM STAR Certified program for schools in 2003 with USDA and US EPA funding, using a checklist of IPM standards modeled after agricultural programs in NY and MA.  In 2006, with USDA and EPA support, Dawn Gouge, the IPM Institute and other collaborators started a national coordinated effort to integrate IPM as the way districts practice pest management internally.  
2. School IPM 2015 (Dawn Gouge, slide 3 and 4)
The Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSP) document was initially developed as a way to leverage funding for stakeholders.  Many people, including schools in AZ, were having great success around the country.  These schools reported a 70-90% reduction in pesticide use after implementing IPM and also showed no long term increases in pest management costs.  The national working group collaborators were frustrated they could not leverage more funding for IPM in schools.  In 2006, this group sat down for two or three days to collectively brain storm the processes, details and challenges of facilitating and implementing IPM in schools.  With starter funding from the USDA and the US EPA, the PMSP grew by establishing a goal to implement IPM in all schools by 2015, engaging the community, identify priorities, promoting awareness, training staff (school staff, enforcement agencies) and facilitating and evaluating implementation efforts.  As a national working group, we know how to implement IPM effectively.  What we are in need of is improved coordination across the US through regular communication and expansion.
3. Successful models: demonstration and coalition projects (Carrie Foss, slide 5)
Laws and regulations vary from state to state.  In WA, there is no school IPM law, but there is a law for posting notifications for pesticide applications.  Carrie Foss and her team work hands-on with voluntary school districts, using the IPM STAR standards to evaluate schools’ pest management practices.  The WA school IPM team teaches and coaches key individuals in schools to implement IPM as part of their daily routine—both inside and outside school buildings.  They also provide technical assistance to schools for protocols on how to deal with specific pests, with an emphasis on environmental protection.  Through the effort of Ms. Foss and her team, four school districts in WA have received the IPM STAR Certification.  Additionally, WA has an active diverse inner agency organization—Urban Pesticide Education Strategy Team (UPEST)—that is committed to coordinating training sessions and workshops, organizing coalition meetings and providing schools with resources.

4. Legislation (Janet Hurley, slide 6 and 7)
For the past few years, Janet has been tracking which states have what type of pesticide regulations and IPM policies.  Policies and regulations vary from state to state.  Janet reviewed the tables on slides 6 and 7, explaining the each of the following terms:
· Restricted Spray Zone: this term usually refers to laws regarding aerial applications or buffer zones around school buildings or grounds.
· Indoor Postings: refers to regulations for structural pesticide applications.

· Outdoor Postings: refers to regulations for outdoor pesticide applications.  Northern states more commonly have rules for outdoor postings, e.g., 24-72 hours advance notice prior to a pesticide application.  
· Pre-notification: a notice that goes home to parents, giving them the rights to know more about the pesticides that are used at their child’s school.  
· IPM Law or Rule: only a few states have enforceable IPM laws; however, because of the low level of enforcement over the past 12 years, voluntary IPM in schools has increased.  For example, state departments of education cannot enforce regulations, while some departments of agriculture may be able to enforce.  
· Re-entry or Other Requirements (Beyond the [Pesticide] Label):  Some states have laws pertaining to how long people must stay out of buildings or away from spray zones after a pesticide application has been made.  Texas stagers their re-entry requirements for pesticide use by ranking the toxicity of different types of pesticides.
· Minimum Requirements for Applicators: means minimum training and/or licensing is required before an individual (schools staff or pest management professional) can apply a pesticide.  
· Defines Types of Products to be Used: some states define low impact and low toxic chemicals that are permissible to use around students.  
· Exempt Products from Notification: laws that spell out specific products that can be used without posting notifications.

· Defines IPM: only a few states have a written definition of IPM that applies to schools.

· Training for School Staff: some states have laws regarding training for school staff.  Texas AgriLife Extension hosts regular trainings for school district personnel throughout the state.
5. Structure of coordinated national effort (Tom Green, slides 8-14)
The national school IPM effort started in 2008 with four regional working groups that mirrored the USDA IPM Centers (slide 8).  All members of the four working groups constitute the national working group, which now consists of over 220 members.  Leaders of each of the four groups make up the national steering committee, along with governmental advisors from the US EPA and the USDA.  We created and maintain a list of stakeholder priorities, which are used for leveraging priorities.  Each of the regional school IPM working groups has their own lists of priorities (slide 9).  Additionally, the national priorities, which were updated in 2011, reflect the goals and objectives of the national working group (slides 11-14). 
6. Overview of current projects including PRIA 2010, list of past funders and new SIPM projects. (Tom Green, slide 15-19)
The 2010 PRIA 2 grant focuses on the connection between asthma and IPM and forming school-lead state coalition projects.  A couple key deliverables include 1) the written business case for schools to use as a market piece for pesticide use and pesticide reduction numbers and 2) the asthma take home document which is an educational piece for parents on how to reduce asthma rates at home through effective pest management.  Slides 16 and 17 highlight a list of past school IPM projects and grant PIs broken down by region.  Slide 18 is a short list of unofficial projects that are going to be funded by the 2011 US EPA School IPM grants (money reallocated from the Strategic Ag Initiative).  Four of these proposals came from our working group partners.  Slide 19 highlights a brief list of established and emerging tools that schools can utilize in implementing IPM.
7. Opportunities to engage (Dawn Gouge, slide 20)

Dawn Gouge spoke about ways the US EPA representatives can get involved with existing school IPM efforts, including:

· Subscribe to the monthly School IPM 2015 Newsletter published the IPM Institute.  Our goal is to establish one opt-in contact in each K-12 public school district in the U.S. (~13,500).  We currently have over 2,600 subscribers on our mailing list.

· Subscribe to the Schoolbugs email listserv to ask questions to IPM experts from across the country.
· Join the email list of your regional school IPM working group to get connect with conference calls, training materials, priority updates, etc.  Based on your EPA region, please email your respective school IPM working group leader:
· Regions 1-3, email Lynn Braband (lab45@cornell.edu)

· Region 4 and 6, email Janet Hurley (ja-hurley@tamu.edu)

· Region 5 and 7, email Matt Anderson (manderson@ipminstitute.org) 

· Regions 8-10, email Dawn Gouge (dhgouge@ag.arizona.edu)
· Provide the regional SIPM working groups with a monthly conference call line (if possible).
· Partner with regional SIPM working groups to develop program planning.  It is helpful to get the perspective of EPA reps on the plausibility and effectiveness of key issues, such as legislation.
· Provide letters of support for SIPM projects and grant proposals (as appropriate).

· Report internal accomplishments and successes and priorities to your regional SIPM working group.  This is two-way communication!
· Recruit IPM practitioners to your existing state, regional and federal committees, e.g. the Pesticide Dialogue Committee.
· Help create the efficient movement of funds and maximize in-kind contributions.  The channeling of funds is both a science and an art.  Some working group members have figured out to do it efficiently, while others lose lots of costs through overhead charges.  Collaboration can help minimize lost dollars.
8. Questions and Answers
Question 1:  

Seth Dibblee, Region 5: Should EPA’s approach be a retail approach (working directly with districts and schools) or a wholesale approach (collaborating with working groups and non-profits)?  There is a case for both.

Answer:

Janet Hurley: The wholesale approach may be more effective.  EPA is not always there to hold the hands of school leaders through the IPM implementation process.  Other agencies, such as university extension, may serve the “in the field” role better.  
Carrie Foss: It is important to find out the needs in your region and try to fill voids in both categories.  Whether wholesale or resale, it is important to focus on a coordinated effort.  There is more work than only a small group of collaborators can manage.  In most regions, there is tremendous need for education and technical assistance.
Tara Glynn, Region 2: Dialogue with leaders in your state to find out what is important and what is not.  
Dawn Gouge: It may be useful to perform some pesticide audits or school IPM walkthroughs to get some field experience and see how easily implementation can be.  
Tom Green: A wholesale approach might work better.  The US EPA regions can help educate states on the importance of minimal regulations for applicators.  

VelRey Lozano, Region 8: A combination of retail and wholesale approaches works best in her region.  Some direct work with districts is important to not keep the not keep the EPA at arm’s length from schools in their region.  Region 8 has been serving a guidance role by working with their states to develop community notification plans (CNPs) for certified pest control operators.
Question 2:
 VelRey Lozano, Region 8: What is being revised in PMSP v.2.0 document?  
Answer:

Tom Green: The national priorities and the strategic plan are the biggest changes.  There were a number of complaints from the pest management industry and the National Pest Management Association (NPMA) after the first draft was released.  The revised document addresses a number of those concerns.  It is also a mid-level report towards our goal of implementing IPM in all schools by 2015.  
Dawn Gouge: Version 2.0 also has updated pest information, including a bed bugs section.

Sherry Glick: The Tools for Schools and Children’s Health Program have used this document, but the Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) has not.  Sherry doubts that the EPA will be able to endorse to the document, but they may be able to post it to their website with a disclaimer.  The PMSP can be used as a reference source for the US EPA regional representatives.  Michael McDavit and Bill Jordan made comments on for the revised document.  Susan Jennings would be interested in reviewing the revised version as well.    

9. Next steps (slide 21)

This slide was not explicitly addressed by any of the national steering committee representatives.  Please review the information on this slide on your own and let one of the national steering committee representatives know if you have any questions.

10. Closing remarks:

Tom Green stated that he appreciates all the support that the US EPA has given to school IPM and looks forward to continuing engagement with the regional EPA representatives.

Sherry Glick suggested that we hold conference calls on a regular basis to share information between the regional EPA representatives and the national school IPM steering committee.
